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MINUTES

Educational Policy and ProgramsCommittee

Meeting of October 16, 2000

Committee
member spresent

Committee
member absent

Carol Chandler, Chair Other Commissioner spresent
Robert Hanff RaphPesqueira
Lancelzumi EvonneSchulze
Kyo*Paul” Jhin Kyhl Smeby
VemaMontoya MédindaG.Wilson
Roger Schrimp

HowardWéinsky

GuillermoRodriguez, exofficio
Alan S. Arkatov, ex officio

MonicalL ozano, ViceChair

Calltoorder

Committee Chair Chandler called the October 16, 2000 meeting of the Educationa Policy
and Programs Committeeto order at 9:40 am. inthe CdiforniaState University, Fresno
Smittcamp Alumni House, Board of Directors-Whitten Conference Room, 2625 E.
Keats, Fresno, Cdifornia

Approval
of theminutes

Chair Chandler asked for amotion to approve the minutes of the committee’ sAugust
21, 2000 meeting. 1t was so moved and the committee voted without dissent to ap-
provethe minutes as submitted.

TheCalifornia
StateUniversity,
Channdl Idands

Chair Chandler called upon staff member Beth Grayhbill to present thisitem. Ms. Gray-
bill said the California State University (CSU) had proposed to establishits 23rd cam-
pusinVenturaCounty to be called CSU Channel Idands. She said the Commission
had reviewed the proposal and acknowledged thework of other Commission staff and
CSU personnel incompleting thisanalysisand theresulting informationitem. Sheintro-
duced Handel Evens, President of the Channel 1dands campus, and Vice Provost Bar-
baraThorpe.

Ms. Grayhill reviewed the proposd for afull-service CSU campusto openin 2002 with
1,320 full-time equivalent students on the Site of the former Camarillo State Hospital.
The CSU Northridge Ventura Center, which has 1,800 headcount students currently,
now operatesat that siteand will continuein tandem with the campusuntil the center is
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phased out, around 2005-06. She said the new campuswould fulfill along-standing
desirefor aCSU campusto servetheregion. Among the benefitsof thefacility, shesaid
that the new campuswould improve statewide higher education access, increaselocal
CSU participation rates, respond to growing regiona population growth, and improve
overal degree-completion ratesin theregion. Shereviewed the campus costs and the
proposed academic plan for the new campus. She said that the evidence supportsa
finding that the CSU Channel Idands campuswould developin accordance with state-
wide needs and priorities, servethe higher education needs of the community and its
students, and devel op an academic plan that isresponsive to local educational and
labor-market needs. Thereisa sowidespread local support from educational institu-
tions, government and the general community. Shesaid staff wasprepared to find that
CSU had met thereview criteriaestablished by the Commission and was recommend-
ingitsauthorization.

Ms. Grayhill said staff aso recommend that CSU provide atimetablefor accreditation
of the Channel 1dands campus by the Western Association of Schoolsand Colleges
(WASC), acopy of the approved CSU Northridge Ventura Center and CSU Camarillo
transition plan, acopy of thefully devel oped academic plan, and an update report in
2001 on development of the east campusarea.

Commissioner Pesqueiracited the staff for good work on the Commission report and
sad CSU would comply with the requests of the Commission for additiona information.

Commissioner Smeby said he gppreciated the comment that therewould be continuing
collaboration between CSU and theindependent ingtitutionsin theregion.

President Evans said thiswas along-term collaboration that would continue. He said
the campusisuniqueand invited the commissionerstovisit theste.

Therewasagenera discuss on about variousaspects of devel oping and planning for the
new CSU site. Among theitemsdiscussed were the unigque nature of retrofitting an
existing facility, cooperative stepsin academic planning that hasincluded community
colleges, measurestaken to attract facility with on-site housing, outreach effortsto re-
cruitloca students, financing of campus devel opment, and the process of obtaining the
necessary local, state, and federal permits. It was noted that CSU had benefited from
the experience of establishing other campuses such asMonterey Bay and San Marcos.

Director Fox introduced other CSU officia s present. They were Executive Vice Chan-
cdlor and Chief Academic Officer Dave Spence, Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs
Gary Hammers, and Jm Highsmith, afaculty member at CSU Fresno who chaired the
task force on academic planning.

Chair Rodriguez asked about college-going ratesin the region, the projection that 90
percent of the Channel 1sland enrollment isto come from Ventura County, and the
impact the proposed campuswill haveon Tidal Wave | statewide enrollment demand.
Heasked if the new campuswould be pulling new studentsinto higher education or just
redirecting studentswho areor dready planto beenrolled. Hesaid hewould liketo see
more new firg-timefreshmen introduced tothe system. Therewasagenera discussion
about the change new facilitiesmight foster inloca college-going rates. It was pointed
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out that the enrollment proj ectionsfor the campus were consistent with Commission
methodol ogy and had been approved by the Department of Finance.

Vice Chair Arkatov asked about the timelinefor compl eting an agreement with CSU
Northridge and the academic master plan. President Evans said the agreement isnear
completion and that the academic plan discussonwill start in January 2001. Vice Chair
Arkatov suggested the Commission convene aspecia teleconference meeting to ad-
dressfinal approva of the proposal.

Commission Jhin agreed with the suggestion for an expedited Commission gpprova and
asked for more details about academic planning for thecampus. A wide-ranging dis-
cussion followed about academic planning to meet the changing economic needs of the
region, including ashift fromloca agriculture, tointernationd agri-businessand new tech-
nology. Therewasalso adiscussion about the capita outlay plansfor thefacility. Staff
expressed confidencein the near-term capital outlay estimatesand said thelong-range
planshad lesscertainty.

Part-timefaculty
compensationin
California
Community
Colleges

Committee Chair Chandler called upon staff member Kathleen Chavirato brief the
Commission about efforts underway to comply with AB 420.

Ms. Chavirasald MGT of Americawas sel ected to work with staff on completion of
thestudy calledfor inthislegidation. Sheintroduced Janelle Kubinec, theMGT project
coordinator.

Ms. Chavirareviewed thefirm’ shistory and experience. She discussed the project
timeline, noting that asurvey associated with the study had been distributed and that a
preliminary report would be presented to the Commission in February 2001, with a
report for actionin April 2001.

Therewasagenera discussion about part-time employment and compensationin the
community colleges, and about the potentid financid, collective bargaining, and political
issuesthat surround thetopic. Ms. Chavirasaid the study would include historical infor-
mation about thisissue.

Christopher Cabaldon, California Community College representative, said the
Chancdllor’ sofficeis pleased with the aggressive scheduling of the Commission study.
Hesaid many partiesare awaiting the results of the Commission’ sstudy. He said that
the Chancellor’ s Office believesit would cost from $300 to $500 million dollarsto
resolvethe entire part-timefaculty pay disparity issue, but that the community college
system had sought more surgica and fundable solutionsaimed first at what they believe
to bethe highest-priority problems. He said the community college Board of Gover-
norsisconsdering both legidative and budget initiatives to address the i ssues associ-
ated with part-time employment issues. He stated that the community collegesare
willing to cooperatein the study.

Therewasagenerd discuss on about the focus, schedule, methodol ogy, and advisory
committee composition for the study. It wasestablished that the study ison schedule
and that the advisory committee includes many faculty representatives. Therewasa
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conversation about differencesamong part-time community college staff, including those
who teach afull-timeload of coursesby shuttling from district to district —the so-called
“freaway flyers”

Inresponseto possiblelegidativeinitiativesthat might be sought, Mr. Cabaldon stated
that, based upontheir data, they estimatethat 5to 10 percent of al part-time community
collegefacultiesarefreaway flyersteaching full academicloads. He said theissue of
compensation for thisgroupiseasier to resolvethan that of employment security.

Vice Chair Arkatov asked about aresponseto the recent report by the State Auditor
Generad onthecdculation of ingtructiona activity incommunity colleges.

Mr. Cabaldon said the Auditor’ s report was correct about enforcement of the 50-
percent law and that the Chancellor’ siscommitted to rectifying that. He said another
important issuerevolves around defining the duties of faculty that appropriately counted
aspart of ingruction. He said the Commission study would addressthisissue.

Therewasadiscuss on about making meaningful comparisonsacross states of part-time
faculty issues.

Mr. Cabal don said Washington state had looked closely at part-time faculty issues
there. Hesaid the Chancellor’ soffice has no mgjor problem with the study’ smethodol -
ogy and he doesnot believefaculty groupswill either.

Committee Chair Chandler thanked staff and othersfor the report and discussion and
said thisisan important topic.

Student profiles, Committee Chair Chandler called upon staff member ZoAnn Laurenteto present the
2000 Student Profiles 2000 study.

Ms. Laurente said the Student Profilesreport compiles much commonly sought student
dataunder one cover and that it frequently served asafoundation for intersegmental
discussionsabout Californiastudents. Shereviewed thereport organization, including
changesfrom prior editions, and provided some highlights of the new report, including
thefollowing:

¢ Theannual tota of high school graduatesis nearly 300, 000, with some 100, 000
completing the A through G sequence of college preparatory course requirements,

+ Whileracid diversity hasincreasedinal sectorsof higher education; there hasbeen
amarked declinein the proportion of whitesand adecreaseinthe overal number of
males

+ Thetotal number of first-timefreshmen hasincreased;

¢ Community collegetransfersare upfor thefal term at CSU and UC, and up for CSU
for thefull year, with asteady decreaseinlower-divison transfer and anincreasein
upper divisontransfers; and

+ Community collegetransfer sudents now represent nearly 31 percent of all students
earning aBA degreeat UC and over 60 percent at CSU.
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Chair Rodriguez ated it isimportant for thisreport to bewidely disseminated to many
different audiences. Vice Chair Arkatov agreed. Ms. Laurente described someof the
groupsto whom thereport issent. Commissioner Arkatov suggested that the most
important aspectsthe report beidentified and flagged. Director Fox said information
“gems’ would be mined from the dataand highlighted throughout the year.

Recess

Committee Chair Chandler recessed the committee meeting at 11:50 for lunch.

Reconvene

The Committee reconvened at 1:10 p.m.

Theproductionand
utilization of
educational
doctoratesin
Cdlifornia

Committee Chair Chandler called upon staff member Marge Chisholm to present this
item.

Ms. Chisholm introduced consultant Bill Furry and Judith Cantrell Harriswho have
worked onthe project. Ms. Chisholm reviewed the study that iscalled for by AB 1279
(Scott). Shedescribed the study scope, the survey conducted, and findings.

Ms. Chisholm said the fundamental policy question iswhether the State should adopt
policiestofoster the production of moredoctorates. Based on the study’ sfindings, she
said staff had concluded that the production of education doctoratesat current levelsby
ingtitutions of higher education would be sufficient to meet to meet both current demand
andthat intheforeseegblefuture. Shesaid severd sgnificant, rel ated i ssued had emerged:

+ A low proportion of ethnic minoritiesnow receive doctorates,
+ A low proportion of males now receive doctorates; and
+ A need may exist for more specialized doctorate programs.

Ms. Chisholm outlined severd other issuesfor consideration. Theseincluded the con-
tent of the degree, the needs of the community college doctoral candidates, thelow
incidence of doctora resourcesinsmall schoal digtricts, and thelink between leadership
training and student outcomes.

Therewasawide-ranging discussion about severa issuesraised inthereport, including
themultiplefactorsthat may effect the supply and demand of doctorates, differencesby
gender and ethnicity of those receiving doctorates, questionsabout the value added —
for individualsand for the educational process— of the doctorate degree, the present
lack of salary and other incentivesfor personsin education administrative positionsto
possess or obtain doctorate degrees, and comparisons of California’ sexperiencewith
other states. Among the distinct points made were thefollowing:

¢ Commissioner Montoyaargued that it wasincons stent for the Commission to, on
theonehand, find that the present supply of and demand for doctoratesin education
isinbalance, while a so recommending that the State encourage individualsfrom
specific groups—such as males and members of certain ethnic groups—to seek a
doctorate degree. She said that, given questions about the valued added of the
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doctorate, it may bebetter to encourageindividua sto seek typesof advanced degrees.
Shesaidthat officialsat institutionsthat offer doctorates might have aconflictin
interest in recommending that there be anincreasein the number of doctorate holders
ineducation-related fields. Commissioner |zumi concurred inthefinal point.

+ ViceChair Arkatov expressed concern about the lack of existing research or studies
that examine the educationa outcomes—or lack thereof —inrelation to the rate of
employment of personsthat hold doctoratesin agiven academic environment. He
suggested that some private grant resources may be availableto do such astudy.

+ Inresponseto questionsfrom Vice Chair Arkatov, Mr. Furry said one-third of the
school digrictsin the state have abonus program linked to holding adoctorate degree.
Mr. Furry said that, while some bonuses were as high as $3,500 per year, the mean
is$1,000. Hesaid thishad changed little over time.

+ Commissioner Pesqueirastated that the Commission should continueto examinethe
issues associated with the study and find reason to recommend that California
institutions continueto offer and increase the number of doctorate degreesin the
state. He expressed disappointment in the report and thefocus of the survey. He
said many who have earned adoctoratelikely found it to be of persona value. There
areissuessuch asavailability and affordability of doctorate programsthat need to be
addressed. Hesaid thecurrent cost of alegitimate doctorate program isfrom $30,000
to $60,000. He said there are geographic obstaclestoo. He said there might have
been adevaluing of thedoctoratein the mind of thegenerd public. Hesaid, whilethe
report provides an accurate picture of the present, it does not take into account
futurefactorsthat could stimulate demand for doctorate degrees.

* Inresponseto aquestion about which education sector isthefocus of the study’s
supply and demand assessment, Mr. Furry clarified that thefocusisadminigtratorsin
theK-12 system. He said the assessment of the community college sector wasa
separatefactor. Commissioner Schul ze suggested expunging the community college
datafromthereport. Director Fox said some members of the advisory committee
suggested and urged theinclusion of community colleges data.

Committee Chair Chandler asked whether joint doctorate programs addressed the
affordability.

JuliusZelmanowitz, UC Vice Provost for Academic Initiatives, outlined aninitiative
between UC Riverside and eight CSU campusesto develop aregiona joint doctorate
program that has aprojected capacity of some 90 education doctorates per year. He
said it would appropriately train education leadersfor thefuture. Hesaid UC Berkeley
had partnered with three CSU campusesto create ajoint doctorate program on urban
education leadership. Graduates of the Governor’sPrincipa Institutes may be candi-
datesfor such joint doctorate programs he said. There have also been discussions
between UC Santa Cruz and CSU San Jose, and between CSU Sacramento and UC
Davis. Hesaid hewould providealist for the commissioners.
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Commissioner Montoyaasked if the Commission could recelve an update on the course
content of the Governor’ sPrincipa Institutes.

Vice Chair Arkatov asked anumber of questions about both the methodol ogy of the
report and itscontent. He said the report does not address certain issues, such ascogt,
associated with the supply side of the equation. Hea so said there should be an assess-
ment of the value added of education doctorate programs. Commissioner Montoya
said the central question isabout the content of such programs.

Director Fox thanked al that had worked onthereport. Hesaid thefinal version would
bein two parts, with asmaller summary portion and alarger report containing the
supporting data. He summarized some of the clarifying editsand changesin thefinal
report, including adding theissue of assessng the policy issues associated with the sup-
ply side of the equation.

Committee Chair Chandler thanked dl participantsand said theitem would be discussed
again at the December Commission mesting.

Academicprogram
review

Committee Chair Chandler called upon staff member Joan Salleeto present the Aca-
demic Program Review item.

Ms. Sdleereviewed the Commission’ srolein academic program planning, review, and
evauation. Shesaidthisreport providesonly abrief overview and marksareturnto
regular updates by staff to the Commission about activitiesinthisarea.

Ms. Sdlleediscussed theimportance of the Commission’ swork inthisarea, outlined the
Commission’ slegidative authority, described the process of review and authority, de-
scribed the process of review, and noted the criteria used by the Commission staff in
reviewing new programs proposed by the community colleges, the State University,
and University of Cdlifornia

A brief discussion followed about the process used by the systemsto review existing
programs.

Adjournment

Having no further business, Chair Chandler adjourned the committee meeting at 2:33
p.m.

Commission Agenda Item 14, February 5, 2001 / 7



Commission Agenda Item 14, February 5, 20010 / 8



MINUTES

Educational Policy and ProgramsCommittee

Meeting of December 11, 2000

Committee
member spresent

Committee
member absent

Carol Chandler, Chair Other Commissioner spresent
Robert Hanff PhillipJ.Forhan
Lancelzumi RaphPesgueira
Kyo* Paul” Jhin EvonneSchulze
VemaMontoya Kyhl Smeby
HowardWéinsky

GuillermoRodriguez, exofficio
Alan S. Arkatov, ex officio

MonicalL ozano, ViceChair

Calltoorder

Committee Chair Chandler called the December 11, 2000 meeting of the California
Postsecondary Education Commission Education Policy and Programs Committeeto
order at 10:16 am. inthe P.G. and E. Building, Conference Room A, West Lobby,
245 Market Street, San Francisco, California

Approval
of theminutes

Chair Chandler asked for amotion to approve the minutes of the committee’ s October
16, 2000 meeting. A motion was madeto adopt the minutes and it was seconded.

In discussing the motion, Commissioner Montoyaasserted that aportion of the minutes
on page 5 reflecting the discussion about The Production and Utilization of Educa-
tional Doctoratesin Californiareport ismiseading and omitswhat was said during
thediscussion. Omitted, she said, wasthe statement that thereisno privatereturntothe
holder of adoctorate, in that it earnsthe holder only $1,000. Additionally, thereisno
public return because thereisno evidence of the educational val ue-added of the doc-
torate. For thosereasons, Commissioner Montoya said she had argued at the October
meeting that it did not make senseto support the recommendeation that malesand ethnic
minorities should be encouraged to seek doctorates.

Director Fox said staff could revisit the minutesand bring them back at the next meeting.
Committee Chair Chandler also asked that areferenceto further discussion of there-
port reflect the December meeting. Commission Chair Rodriguez recommended that the
committee minutes not be addressed at thismeeting and he asked that staff review and
revisethem where necessary, that Commission Montoya provide her recommended
correctionsinwriting, and that staff produce awritten transcript of the discussionin ques-
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tion. A motion to table the motion to adopt the minutes of October 16 was made, sec-
onded and passed without dissent.

Prospectus Director Fox said Gil Veazquez, anew member of the Commission staff, would present
for Revisions theitem.

t_o Fhe Mr. Veazquez reviewed the history of the Commission’ s Guidelinesfor the Review of
qur;,m'ﬁon Proposed University Campuses, Community Colleges, and Education Centers.
uidelinesfor

i He cited emerging issuesthat affect the processin establishing anew campusor fecility.

REVI&W e s5d an advisory committeeisworking with Commission taff and he outlined atime

of Proposed  |inefor revising the guidelines, with areport coming beforethe Commissioninfall 2001,

University  Director Fox commented that, because campus and facility developmentismoving at a

Campuses,  faster pacetoday, the Commission wantsto ensurethat its guidelines are refl ective of

Community  that and enable the Commission to be responsive. He said anumber of new proposals
Colleges,and  areinthepipelines.

E tion ters .. . e - .
ducation Cen Commissioner Pesqueirasaid it isimportant to have clear guidelinesfor collaborative

efforts between the community collegesand State Universitiesor other institutionsin
order that these efforts can be compl eted when needed by students. Revising theguide-
lineswill help keep the planning process and balance with thereview procedures.

Commissioner Arkatov asked about current trendsin planning for upcoming projects.
Staff member David Levelllereviewed someinnovative designsthat involve collabora
tive efforts between secondary and postsecondary ingtitutions, and thosemaking increased
use of technology such as on-line education and distributed learning. He said many of
these effortsa soinvolve State government control agencies, such asthe Department of
Finance.

A Review  Committee Chair Chandler called upon staff member Karl Engelbachto review student

of California financia aid programs. He said Wally Boeck, Director of the CaliforniaStudent Aid

Student Aid  Commissionwould spesk |ater in theday about thenew Ca Grant Entitlement Program.

Programs Mr. Engelbach reviewed the student aid policy principlesadopted five yearsago by the

and Issues Commission. Hereviewed thefedera student financia aid methodology usedin Cali-
forniato establish aid digibility and theamount of aid received by Caiforniastudents.

Vice Chair Arkatov asked about overall financia need among students and expressed
concern that many students appear not to know what aidisavailable. Hesaid thereisa
need for better marketing to students of information about aid programs, aswell as
about other programs such astax creditswhich benefit studentsand their families. He
urged the Educationa Policy and Programs Committee to addresstheissue of assessing
total student financial aid need.

Mr. Engel bach discussed anumber of other student financia aidissuesand facts, includ-
ing

+ Tax creditsare not considered aform of “student financial aid” but doinfact assist
studentsin meeting college costs,
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+ Theaverage student loan debt for those University and CaliforniaState University
studentstaking out student loans about $4,000 per academic year;

+ Most state and federal loan-forgiveness programs are targeted at the teaching
professon;

+ Studentsand families often take out other |oans and make use of credit card debt to
pay for education; and

+ Thereistypically atwo-year lagin reporting student aid-related data.

Recess

Committee Chair Chandler recessed themeetingat 11:04 am.

Reconvene

Committee Chair Chandler reconvened the meeting at 1:28 p.m. Sheannounced that
Waly Boeck, Executive Director of the CdiforniaStudent Aid Commission, would make
apresentation.

The State Cal
Grant Program

Commission staff member Karl Engdlbachintroduced Mr. Boeck and thetopic of changes
to State Cal Grant program under the provisionsthe recently passed SB 1644.

Director Boeck reviewed the history of thefour Cal Grant programs-- A, B,Cand T
-- and their ability to servedigible applicants. Inthe past, the State goal had beento
provide grantsto 25 percent of the graduating high school class. Higtoricdly, the Cali-
forniaStudent Aid Commission hasreceived over one-half million applications, estab-
lished digibility for some 135,000 and awarding nearly 78,000 grants.

Director Boeck said that, although it retainsthe basic residency, application deadline
and other requirements, the new Ca Grant program has an entitlement provison. There-
fore, dl who meet thedigibility requirementsand who gpply ontimewill receiveagrant.
In the new program -- actually subdivided into about 10 programs-- thefocusison
recent high school graduates and community collegetransfer students. Thereisasoa
provisionfor ablock of so-called competitive awardsfor which GPA and other factors
areimportant. He said the Student Aid Commission wasin the process of adopting
emergency regulationsto implement the new program. He said the basic applicationis
federal FAFSA financia aid gpplication. Hea so explained how the variousfeatures of
the new programswould work for studentsreceiving awards, including thosewho might
receive community collegetransfer awards. He said the Commission washard at work
to develop new processing systemsto bein placeintimefor the Cal Grant application
deadline. The Student Aid Commission hasbeen at work producing training and com-
munication materialsfor the revamped programs. He said the goal isto have every
graduating high school senior completeaFAFSA. They area soworkingwiththeLeg-
idatureand control agenciesto implement anew work plan and introduce new technol-
ogy initiatives.

Director Boeck said the Student Aid Commission will increaseitsworkforce by 30
percent and will work with the Postsecondary Education Commission to assessthe
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outcomes of the new grant program. He believesthe comingtidal wave of studentsis
likely to be around 900,000 students over the next decade.

Commissioner Pesqueiraasked about the Cal Grant residency requirement asit might
apply inthe case of astudent — whose parents arelegal residents— who aretermed
illegal resdentsdueto lack of paperwork for thestudent. Mr. Boeck said that, although
thisisanissuefor the State to address, SB 1644 does not cover such students.

In responseto aquestion from Commissioner Welinsky, Mr. Boeck said the Cal Grant
program would award $503 million thisyear, $622 millionin 2001, and some $1.2
billionin2005-06. Hesaid it isestimated that it could reach $2 billion by 2006-07, but
therearemany variables. Inresponseto aquestion from Commissoner Wilson, hesaid
adisability isafactor inthe awarding of the competitive portion of the program.

Director Fox said that Mr. Boeck had met with staff to discussevaluating the new grant
program.

TheProduction  Committee Chair Chandler called upon staff member Marge Chisholm to present this
and Utilizationof  actionitem.

Dgngzttlg]iarj] Director Fox said Chair Rodriguez had asked himto review prior activities associated
California withthisreport. Hereviewed theenabling legidation, AB 1279, and the steps staff had

takenin hiring aconsultant and establishing an advisory group to producethefirst draft
which had been reviewed at the October meeting in Fresno. Hesaid additiona materid
had been gathered together into “Working Papers’ related to the research donein pro-
ducing thereport.

Committee Chair Chandler said that, following the staff presentation, Commissioners
couldfirst ask questions and then members of the public could speak. She asked those
who wanted to make public comment to complete a“ Speaker’ sRequest” form.

Ms. Chisholm said the current draft had been revised in light of the comments made
about thefirst draft. Shereviewed the structure of thereport. She said Chapter Two
had been reformatted and included the report’ s primary findings and other issuesthat
had emerged during discussions. It was clarified that the report’ sfocusison K-12.
Two new issues of concern have been added: (1) there should be an examination of the
need for more holders of doctoratesin thefour-year ingtitutions, and (2) because two-
thirds of the doctorates are produced by independent ingtitutions, levels of the State
investment in such programsat public universitiesmight be explored.

Ms. Chisholm said the Commission concludesthat, based on estimated supply and
demand over the next decade, Cdiforniawill be ableto maintain the present percentage
of public school administratorswho have doctorates. Shethanked the postsecondary
education representativesfor their help in producing thereport. Sheaso said no one
had questioned theintegrity of the research methodol ogy or data that supported the
findings. She said some additiona changeswould be made beforethereportiscircu-
lated, including placing the primary finding initalics. Shesaidthe*Working Papers’ are
anofficia part of thework and will beavailable.
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Commission Chair Rodriguez said the Commission had been very inclusivein the con-
sultation processfor thisreport, that staff had been responsiveto input from the Com-
mission asit reviewed prior drafts, and the current draft reflectsthis. Asaresult of the
consultation processwith al stakehol ders, he said thereport’ s contents should not catch
anyoneby surprise. Hemoved adoption of the report with the changesMs. Chisholm
had outlined to the committee. Themotion was seconded and Committee Chair Chan-
dler asked if therewasany discussion.

Commissioner Montoya stated that she had an aternate motion and passed out copies
to Commissioners. Shesaid thereport had been altered to hide the main conclusion
and that she had documentation of that fact and passed out asheet of paper to members
of the Commission. Shethen read from the October 16 draft of thereport: “Production
of education doctorates by institutions of higher education issufficient to providethe
supply necessary to meet the demand now and in theforeseeabl efuture by public school
digtricts, whether thisdemand is expressed in absol ute numbers or as a percentage of
administrators. Little evidence wasfound to suggest rising demand by public school
digtrictsfor education doctorates.” She said shewasunaware of why thereferenceto
the“foreseeablefuture’ wasdropped from the current draft of thereport.

Chair Rodriguez said that staff had in the report taken a* snapshot” in assessing the
present supply and demand for education doctorates. Commission discussion had re-
flected the belief that the data.did not support the contention that circumstancesinthe
future would not or could not change— such as making adoctorate more affordable—
and, therefore, the demand for doctorates would not change. He said he and other
commiss oners had not been comfortable with this contention and had advocated at the
October meeting that the referencesto the future demand for doctorates be dropped
and that the current draft reflected this.

Commissioner Montoyasaid sherespectfully disagreed. She said thereason for the
legidation behind the report wasto plan for the future as regards education doctorates.
Thereport had said the supply and demand for doctorates wasin ba ance now and for
theforeseeablefuture.

Committee Chair Chandler raised apoint of procedure. She said the motion on the
tablewas by the Commission Chair to approvethe current draft of thereport. Shesad
there was now discussion on that motion. Referring to the piece of paper Commis-
sioner Montoyahad passed out, Committee Chair Chandler asked if Commissioner
Montoyawanted to make an alternate motion. Commissioner Montoyaresponded
affirmatively and the motion was seconded. (Commissioner Montoya smotion was
passed out to the Commissioners but was not read into therecord.) Thetext of the
handed out motionisasfollows:

That the languagein Section 2, Page 5, under the heading “ Findings
Based on Study Results’ beamended asfollows (additionsidentified by
underline; deletionsby strike-out):

Based on estimated supply and demand over the next decade, the Commis-
sion concludesthat Californiawill be ableto maintain the current percentage
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of public school administratorswho hold adoctorate. Production of educa-
tion doctor ates by institutions of higher education is sufficient to provide
the supply necessary to meet demand now and in the foreseeable future
by public school and community collegedistricts, whether thisdemandis
expressed in absolute numbersor asa percentage of administrators. Little
evidence was found to suggest rising demand by public school districts
for education doctorates. New state initiatives will not be necessary to
achievethis percentage. The number of doctoratesin administrative posi-
tionshasremained roughly constant over thelast 10 years(rising from 2,122
t0 2,184), with Californiauniversities having produced approximately 450
doctorates per year. The stable number of doctoratesemployed isconsistent
with aretirement rate of about 100 doctorates per year and arate of employ-
ment of new doctoratesin the public schoolsof about 110 per year.

However, this Commission report, despiteits narrow focus on supply of and
demand for doctoratesin public education, suggestsaneed for alarger pub-
lic-policy perspectiverdated to the various aspects of doctora educationin
California. Attheugh-overat-Overall production of education doctoratesis
sufficient to accommodate existing and future demand for doctoratesin the
State’ spublic schools, if current levels of employment are accepted. How-
ever, anumber of other important issuesemerged that merit serious consider-
ation.

Commissioners Pesqueiraand Schul ze argued against the second motion. Commis-
sioner Welinsky said the Commission should addresstheissue of future demand and
spokeinfavor of Commissioner Montoya smotion. Commissoner Wilson commented
that thelegidlation had callsfor an assessment of the present and future demand for
doctoratesin education. She said the report should reflect that and asked that both
motionsbelooked at inlight of thisfact.

Commissioner Montoya asked the Committee Chair if Julius Zelmanowitz from the
University of Californiacould speak to the Commission and Chair Chandler agreed.

Commissioner Pesqueiraquestioned whether non-commissioners could be heard dur-
ing the discussion period of amotion. Executive Director Fox said it had been the
practice of the Commission to take public comment on important mattersand it was
more a question of the Commission wanted to proceed and in what order speakers
would be heard.

Commissioner Chandler asked if any other Commissioner wished to speak or com-
ment.

Vice Chair Arkatov asked the prior comments of other commissioners be addressed
fird.

Chair Rodriguez expressed agreement with commissioners Welinsky and Wilson con-
cerning thelegidationscal to addressthe future demand for doctorates. Hesaid hewas
open to suggestionsthat could incorporate the Commission’ sconcern that future de-
mand for doctorates could changeif provisionsfor obtaining adoctorate changed as
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well. Hesaid that, if doctorate programs became more accessible, affordable and
tailored to subject matter needs, then demand would likely go up. Hesaid therequire-
ment for school admini strative candidatesto have an education doctorate would likely
go up aswdll if the pool of such applicantswere expanded.

Commissioner Pesque rasaid expanding collaborati on between the community colleges
and State University system could stimulate demand for education doctoratesin the
future and thishad not been addressed in the report.

Ms. Chisholm said the October report language was accurate at that time—saying thet,
all other thingsbeing equal and if nothing changes, the State has an adequate supply to
meet the demand for doctorate holdersin education— but that the new draft reflects
the Commission’ s subsequent discussion about potential changing conditionsin thefu-
ture. Commissioner Montoyaasked why the report does not say that.

Commissioner Schulze said things changedl thetime and she advocated |language that
reflectsthat. Commissioner M ontoyaadvocating adding thewords, “all other things
beingequd.”

Commissioner Chandler asked whereinthereport it isappropriateto address potentia
changing conditions. Director Fox pointed out that the report and working papershad
many pages addressing the detail s of supply and demand. Commissioner Schulzesaid
shewas not comfortablewith any finding that said or implied that the state already has
enough education.

Commissioner Wilson said the Commission needed to beresponsiveto legidation that
called for an assessment of the future need for doctorates. Commissioner Welinsky
argued in favor of making aclear assessment about the future need for doctorates.
Commissioner Jhin pointed out the portion of the report that compares Californiawith
other statesin terms of education administrators who hold adoctorate. He said it
showsthat Cdiforniaisbehind othersby thismeasure.

Commissioner Pesqueiraspokein favor of thefirst motion saying it reflected the point of
view that we need to continue to examine theissues around supply and demand for
doctoratesin education; that it would remain an openissue. Hesaid hefeared areac-
tion now that would be similar to that of 1960 when theseissueswere addressed.

Commissioner Forhan said the community colleges need more personnel who hold a
doctorate degree and that there was a specific need for more ethnic minority personnel
to havedoctorates. Intermsof diversity, he said the status quo of supply and demand
for doctoratesis not adequate even today; the Situation needsto beimproved.

Commissioner Smeby asked that referencesin thereport that refer to “ private” institu-
tionsbe changed to “independent” ingtitutions.

Chair Rodriguez said he did not believe thetwo motionswerethat far apart.

Commissioner Montoyaagain suggested adding thewords, “dl thingsbeing equad” and
also adding adate certainin place of theterm “foreseeable” inreferenceto thefuture.
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Committee Chair Chandler opened thefloor to public comment on the substitute mo-
tion.

Julius Zelmanowitz spokein favor of the substitute motion. Inresponseto aquestion
from Chair Rodriguez, he said hedid not know if Caifornianeeded and more holdersof
an education doctorate. He said thereport called for research to learn if the kind of
doctorate training being offered currently makes adifferenceto the quality of K-12
education. He said he agreed with Commissioner Schul ze that more education and
more doctorates are better for society.

Chair Rodriguez asked if the substitute woul d not forecl ose of fering more doctorates.

Mr. Zelmanowitz said it did not. He said the evidence in the report should not be
ignored. Hesaid that the supply for doctoratesin education could increase by changing
theproportion of al doctoratesthat enter education. He said thereissignificant ethnic
diversity among the studentsenrolled in doctorates at the University of Californiaand
independent institutions. Thisisaclassic economic study of supply and demand. In
such astudy, he said economic incentives are one measure of increased demand. He
said anindicator that demand was not increasing wasto befound inthe report’ sfinding
that $1,000isthe median stipend offered for education administratorswho hold adoc-
torate, and that thisrate had been steady and was not rising. He said thefinding should
modified to say: “Under current policies, the production of education doctorates by
ingtitutions of higher education issufficient to providethe supply necessary ....” Hesad
thiswould make clear that the Commission wasreferring to the current policiesand not
thoseit might recommend for thefuture.

Commissioner Chandler asked Bill Wilson, Assistant VVice Chancellor of Academic
Affarsat CSU, to speak.

Mr. Wilson spoke against the substitute motion. Hesaid it implied that current policy
about doctorate education isacceptable. He said that access by ethnic minority candi-
datesto affordable, public doctoral programsisanimportant policy consideration. He
said the report had not surveyed potential candidates for doctoral programs but he
believed more demand would befound by so doing. Thereisaneed for alarger public
policy onthisissue.

Commissioner Montoyaasked Mr. Wilsonif heread the study and hereplied affirma-
tivey.

Christopher Cabal don, representing the CaliforniaCommunity Colleges, urged caution
inthe manner inwhich thereport’ sfindingsare portrayed. He said thereport accurately
reflectsthe state of ambiguity that exists presently about the doctorate and other aca-
demic degrees. Termssuch aspercentage, demand and need are not interchangeable.
He said the term need goesto issueslike geographic access, in-servicetraining and
content. He said thereis much discussion about these programs and degreesand it has
re-awakened interest ininnovation in programsthat have atrophied in recent years. He
said there was aneed between future needs and potential needsfor doctorates. The
latter rai sesthe question of whether the programswill be redefined to meet future needs.
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Commissioner Montoyasaid shedid not disagree with the comments about potentialy
enriching doctora programs but that her motion spoketo thefindings of the study.

Commissioner Schulzeasked, with al duerespect, if thereal issuewasthat the Univer-
gty of Californiadoesnot want the CaliforniaState University to issue doctorates. She
said thelegidatureisowed areport of substance.

Commissioner Wilson proposed dropping both motionsand drafting athird finding that
would givetheLegidatureafinding that can be acted upon.

Chair Rodriguez read the finding on pagefive of thereport and said it addressed the
concernsof Commissioners Welinsky and Wilson. Commissioner Wilsonsaidthere-
port could do abetter job stating what the factsarein addressing theissue of need. She
said thiswould givethe Legidaturefood for thought on where the State ought to go with
doctora programs. Chair Rodriguez said thetotal report does address many of these
concernsaready and callsfor additional study.

Juan Y niguez Senior Vice President of the Association of Independent Collegesand
Universtiessaid staff had been made aware of someeditorid changesAICCU believes

necessay.

George Kurtz spokein favor of adhering to the provisonsof the CdiforniaMaster Plan
for Higher Education of 1960 and its provision for having doctorates awarded by the
University of California, and for joint doctorate programsto be offered by UCin con-
junctionwith the State University. He said the State University wanted to changethis
and offer independent doctorate programs. Hedid not favor such achange.

Committee Chair Chandler thanked him for hiscomments.

Commissioner Montoyasaid her substitute motion better represented thefindingsof the
report. Shesaid it wasnot drafted to addresstheissue of which system offersdoctor-
ates and that shetook personal umbrage at that implication. Shewithdrew her substi-
tute motion. The second to that motion wasa so withdrawn.

Commission Chair Rodriguez asked staff to read arevised finding for consideration as
part of hismotion.

Ms. Chisholm read: “Based on estimated supply and demand over the next decade, and
if current levelsof employment are accepted, the Commission concludesthat Cdifornia
will beableto maintain the current percentage of public school administratorswho hold
adoctorate and provide sufficient doctoratesfor existing and future demand.”

Recess Committee Chair Chandler recessed the meeting at 3:22 p.m. in order for staff to draft
additiona languagefor consderation.
Reconvene Committee Chair Chandler reconvened themesting at 3:32. p.m.

Vice Chair Arkatov noted that the day’ s debate demonstrated that the segments have
very spirited pointsof view. He said therecommendation wasto stay with theoriginal
motion Chair Rodriguez had put onthefloor. Hecalled for avote.
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Commissioner Schulze asked to hear from staff. Ms. Chisholm read a sentence that
could beadded to thefinding on page 5: following thefirst sentence, “However, changes
in potentia needsof the CaliforniaCommunity Collegesand the public education sector
could lead to the need for production of additional degrees.”

Chair Rodriguez said the origina motion wasthe only motion onthefloor. Commis-
sioner Schulze called the question. Committee Chair Chandler asked for avoicevote.
The motion passed, with Commissioner Montoyaabstaining.

Adjournment  Chair Chandler thanked the Commissionersand steff for their work onthereport. Hav-
ing no further business, she adjourned the committee meeting at 3:34 p.m.
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